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Project USHER is designed to help community colleges 
implement a humanistic management system. This objective is to be 
achieved by giving each participating college the capability tg 
redesign its own educational system through iipplementing a planning, 
programming, budgeting, and evaluation system (fPBE) within the 
context of participative management. Representatives of the broad 
educational coi^^unity vill be brought into a single team .to redesign 
the educational system over a long-term period so that this system 
can be more res^>onsive to the changing needs of the community. Steps 
in the overall rtdesig/i process include: (1) organizing a planning 
team, (2) developing systemwide objectives, (3) assessing needs and 
establishing priorities, (4) estioating revenues, (5) establishing a 
proc^ram structure, (6) analyzing programs on a systematic basis, (7) 
developing a program budget, (8) allocating resources, (9) preparing 
operational plans^ (10) developing an information system, (11) 
implementing the operational plans, and (12) evaluating and revising 
programs. (Author/SH) 
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need 

Community Colleges, like al! educational Instilulions, tod^y 
arc faced with Increasing external pressures {such as 
those tor educational accountability) and with new ifitcrnal 
pressures (such as those lor belter faculty-administration 
relations). Tliese pressures, logeihcr witti a recognition 
tfiat the community college must improve as It serves lis 
contmunUy (by providing improved education for trans- 
fer, better preparation for careers, and stronger programs 
of adult education) argue for a reexamination of educa- 
tional management in the community college. To these 
pressures must also be added the realization that an 
autocratic style of management of education is out- 
moded and that the laissez-faire approach also has failed. 

/olutlon 

The solution is not simply to conduct more research on 
education, but rather to apply the results of research that 
already has been conducted. The solution lies in the 
skilJed application of the techniques of participative 
management to the community college. Through par- 
ticipative n^anagemcnt, representatives of the b oad 
educational community are brougfit into a single team to 
redesign tfie educatio!.al system over a long-term ^x*r^od so 
that this system tan be mare responsive to the changing 
needs ot the u)nimu! ity. This redesign is to be guided 

by skilled specialists < n the staff of Project USHJiR 

including specialists Ir )m the Center for Improved 
f-duL.itiori of the Columbus Laboratories of Baltelle 
ar'.d ffoni ilie League in Innovation in the Cornn>unity 
Colfege as well ai. selected consultants. 

procedure 

The proLedu''; to be tolloued involves conducting a 
twelve-step redesign process. Representatives of each 
<.)f the pjrireipating colleges, with the assistance ')\' 
specialists the Center for improved Lducation and 
the t.eague (or lnnovat'Of<, carry out this stepwise 
priKCss themsclses. fJi*menis of the desired redesign 
c.in be implemcFited duriiig the course of the project; 
it wiil not be necessary (or desirable) to wait until the 
end ot the project to effect iniprovenients foufid to be 
desirable. At the end of the proiect period, the oar* 
ticfpatir>g colleges sfunifd have developed th( ir own 
capabilities ar-d be able to furlfier implcmert the 
planning and manjgemenl system w about further 
assistance from USIitR personnel. 



benefit/ 

Participation In Project USf^ER will yield more effec- 
tive educational and supporlWc programs and more 
efficient allocation of resources. In addition, this par- 
ticipation will result in improved communication 
throughout the educational community and in improved 
relations between the various groups within the 
educational community. Finally, the project will aid 
colleges in demonstrating educational accountability. 
Of course, these benefits will require a commitment on 
the part of the participating colleges to provide oppor- 
tunities for their representatives to participate in the 
workshop sessions and to carry out the basic steps in 
the redesign process. 

group approach 

Although Project USfiEiR is designed to serve individual 
community colleges, it is now proposed that a number of 
colleges collectively join and share in the program, Fliis 
group involvement will encourage a cross-fertili/ation of 
ideas, techniques, arid probten^ solutions which will bene- 
fit all participating institutions and make it possible 
for them to receive grc r values than would be pos- 
sible under a "solo" plan of participation. 

time 

Project USHLR will be opened to a Jicw group of colleges 
in january 197-1. A second group will be admitted in 
September 1974 with a possibility that other groups can 
get under way in s-ibsequctU months of January and 
September, tach group will cojitinue operation for a 
36-month period. 
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Many community colleges find themselves confronted 
with serious pressu'^cs. Some o\ these are external to the 
colleges, but others arc internal. 

Probably tho most critical externa! pressure Is the demand 
for educational accountability. This has been defined 
in several ways, but the essence of the den>af^d is 
"responsibility for outcomes", 8ut who is to assume 
respor ability for teaming outcomes? Who is to assure 
that the taxpayer s money is efficiently allocated to 
achieve specific objectives? These are important ques- 
tions both 10 educators and lay persons. Questions deal- 
ing with educational accountability cannot be answered 
without a clear statement of educational purpose. And 
herein lies the basic problem; many community 
colleges have lacked a clear definition of objectives, 
or a statement of expected outcomes. This lack of 
clearly stated educational objectives prevents the estab- 
lishment ot any meaningful accountability system for 
commufiily colleges. 

One of the most critical internal pressures *3 gener,»ted 
by conflict between faculty and administrators. Many 
education J I agencies find IhemseUes locked into a 
management-labor situation, with the administrators 
a> management and the faculty as labor. In this win- 
l<jsc struggle for power, it is assumed that there is a 
fixed amount of power in the educational system. 
Any gain in power by one of the two parlies must then 
result in a corresponding loss in power for the adversary. 
This situation is a far cry from the cooperative efforts 
needed to make jn effective educational system. 

Realizing th.U past approaches to educational manage- 
ment are not up to today's task, educators are search- 
ing for alternative approaches. But the present 
operations cannot be stopped while the new approach 
is being developed, f hus, we are faced with the need 
for a "redesign" model rather thjn a "new design" 
model; we must transform the existing approach to 
educational manjgement into a niore effective 
approach. 



The new approach must deal adequately with both 
the external and the internal pressures bearing on 
community colleges. To deal with only one of 
these classes of problems, to the exclusion of the 
other, may do more harm than good, f or example, 
we n-^ight arrive at an effective solution to the 
accountability problem only to intensify the 
faculty-administrator conflict. Conversely, a solu- 
tion to the faculty-administralor problem developed 
without consideration of other factors may only 
deepen the accountability problem. The new view- 
point which we develop must treat all aspects of 
the problem and consider their interrelation if this 
viewpoint is to be effective. 

This new approach to educational management 
should help the people within a given comnnunity 
college obtain better answers to these fundamental 
questions: 

(1) What are the objectives of our college? 

(2) How should we organize our efforts to achieve 
these objectives? 

(3) How should we allocate our resources to best 
achieve the objectives? 

(4) How will we know if the objecMves are being 
achieved? 

The basic thesis of Project USHER is that good 
answers to these questions can be found and that 
these, in turn, will help solve both the accountability 
problem and the management-labor problem. And 
it is reasonable to assume that a solution to these 
problems will lead to more effective education for 
students. 
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USHER is an acronym for ''Drilling Science and 
Humanncss for tducational Redesign*'. The under- 
lying assumption is thai ihc scientific dimension of 
educational management should be united wilh the 
human dimension in order to bring about constructive 
educational change. 

Projecl USHLR is designed to help community col- 
legos "usher in'' a new model of educationat manage- 
ment to replace the Iraditional model. This new 
model incorporates the best of the scientific dimen- 
sion of educational management and the best of the 
human dimension. The uniting of the two dimensions 
constitutes what we are calling a hunianislic approach 
to educational management. 

The purpose of Proiecl USHhR is to help community 
colleges implement a humanistic management system. 
This purpot>c is to be achieved by g^ving each par- 
ticipating college the tapabiliiy to redesign its own 
cducaiii>nal system livuugti iniplemeiuing a planning- 
programming- bi'dgeting-cvaluatiofi system (PPBE) within 
the context of participative management. 



Involvement ii^ Project USHER should provide the 
participating community college with the capability 
to carry out the following steps in the overall re- 
design process: 

1. Organize and involve a planning team 

2. Devefop systemwidc objectives 

3. /\sscss needs and establish priorities 

4. Estimate revenues 

5. Establish a program structure 

6. Analyze programs on a systematic basis 

7. Develop a program budget 

8. Allocate resources on a rational basis 

9. Prepare operational plans 

10. Develop an information system 

11. implement the operational plans 

12. Evaluate and revise programs. 



"Redesign" is a ke\ vsord in the entire Project USHER 
concept. We do not mean to suggest that an educa* 
tioi'at system be halted, completely revamped, and 
then re-started on .i new course. The comparison 
might better be made with that uf a house being 
remodelled to fit llic growing needs of its occupants 
while thusc occupants live in the house and carry on 
their normal activities. The occupints themselves 
actually conduct the remodeflif^ but receive profes- 
sional guidance. In the same way» Project USHER 
involves the faculty, administration, students, board 
members, and representati cs of the general com- 
munily (with professional guidance) in deciding how 
that institution can belter serve Ihc residents of the 
area community. 



After completing one cycle of the redesign process, 
the participating community college should be self- 
sufficient in its future efforts in educational redesign. 
This is the staff's major criterion of success for the 
project. The redesign pr xess, then, will become the 
method for managing the educational system. 

tt should be noted that Project USHER is an application 
pfoject, not a research project. The methodology has 
been worked out and the necessary tools arc ready to use 
The purpose of the project is not to generate new knowl- 
edge, but to bring about constructive educational change 
through ihc use of existing knowledge. On the basis of 
past research and our own CApericnce, we are confident 
that Project USHER is a practical approach to increasing 
the effectiveness of edtjcational management 
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The Specialists from Bal tolled Cenler for Improved 
HJucaui)/) and llie Lca,i^i;o for lanovatioi) who will 
iinplcnicrU Project USHl-R are skilled and experienced. 
Fhey have conducted p}e')gran^s of this l>'pe for 
coriiniunity colleges and have deselupcd the neccss.Ky 
tcchniciues atid looh for the special rcquiren^cnls of 
this project. 

The successful implementation of Project USfil'R in 
a given college will require a nurTiber of substantial 
commitments on the part of the local cducjtional 
agency, including the following: 

• The gerujjne demo fist rated commitment of the 
bojrd and chief administrator 

• Adequate preparation and involvement of tiic 
entire stjfl at the beginning of the project ifid 
throughout ttie duration of the project 

• Suflicienl reiea^ed lime for the staff to allow 
them to participate actively in the project 

• Ihe assignment of one person from half-lime 

to full-ltmc to serve as the redesign cc . dinator. 

If the;>e conditions are nict, it is reasonahie to as^unu' 
that the participating community college will derive 
the tollow'ing benefits: 

• GMnniututy colleges participaun.g in Project USHLR 
stiould increase botli their effectiveness and their 
effiiicncv. B\ ''in>prc>ving effectiveness", we niean 
doing a bet in- job ifi accomplishing their objectives. 
By ''impf^'vin^^ etf :iencv", we mean doing i better 
job in allnCvUing their resources. Both jre essential. 

• Alter ctunplet 1 1'lg nfic cy^le )\ Uie rede>ign process, 
A parncipal(i(g LoHegc should bo able to give better 
ii termed answers to the<;o tour lundamenial qucs- 
ti'ons: (a) Wh ii are tl;e objectives o1 our college? 
(b) flow shc^uld wc organj/e our efforts to achieve 
IIkso f't^jeclives ' (ti Mow should '►ve allocjte our 
res<n;rces lo best aihiese liio objectives? and (d) How 
wi{( wc kn,v)W if the c^bjectiscs .ue bcit^.g acf^ieved- 



• The ability to answer these questi^>ns will demon- 
strate educational accoiifUability at its best, In 
cssenc \ the planning -program n king- budgeting- 
evaluation system included in Project USIiL R is 
iin accountability system. Ttirougii the application 
of PPBt, the colU'ge can siiow tlial »t is planning 
and managii^g its operations in j rational ai")d 
systematic manner, 

• Participative management cjn clearly demonstrate 
the human dimension of management, rtie result 
should be improved relations bctweefi administra- 
tors and faculty J as well as improved relations 
between and among all groups witliin tfic broad 
educational conmninity. 

• Ihc ultimate benefit ol (he proiect is improved edin 
catioi^ for ifu" students. By u'icrea>ing both ihc 
effectiveness and efficiency of Its planning aiuf 
marugemenl function, a participating college should 
be able to provide a better educational program for 
its students. 

We believe that tiiese expected benefits are sufficient 
lo nuke Project USHLR worihwiiiie tt) comnujnity 
colleges. 
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The proposed model of educatlonvil management h 
dppropri.itciy called "fuimar islic manageaicnt". By 
uniting science and liurnaniu^ss - the tsvo funda 
nvntal dimensions of hunTanistic phnuiophy wc 
have a rnanagcmcnl model thai is both rational and 
humane. The essence of ifiis hjmanislic manage- 
tncnl philosophy is summarised in the following 
propositions. 

Proposition 1 : 

tducdtion should be viewed as a human enterprise.* 

l.ducalion l-i Hitnctimes viewed as a commercial 
enierprisc. Given raw material (students), a 
pfoduclmn line in a fjtlory (the physical plant of 
the school), Workers on the line (faculty), and super- 
vision (adminiblraiors}, the assembly line will turn 
out educated persons once sufficient fundi (taxes 
and luition) are supplied to gel the line moving. 
More recently, yjme fvople have viewed education 
as merely a human "happening", in which the 
emphasis is on student freedom. Lach student "docs 
his own thing" at his own pace; the various offerings 
of the educational system a^e presented cafeteria style, 
and each student selects only those offerings of 
interest. 

Hut we believe Ihjl educati^jn sh'.>iild be vicvsed as a 
human eniefprin'. Hy "hutruin", we n)ean thai educa- 
tion should deal with the njture and potenliaiilies o\ 
irujividual hun),tn Lvings, to help these individuals 
achieve !t-KjUil!mcnt. By "enterprise", we mean that 
educjtior shnuUi be an underiaking carried out for 
spec i lie pur puses. E.ducalio!. sJiould be viewed .is an 
efUerprise !hjl is pLm ?d and man.iged f<^r s^vcitlc 
purpnses^ jnd then is evaluated on ifie basis of how 
well it accon^.plishcs these purposes. 



Proposilion 2: 

Education can be a successful enterprise through 
Ihe application of scicnce-bascd management, 

Science-based management involves the use of tools 
such as: 

• Management by objectives 

• Systems anjiysis 

• Needs assessment surveys 

• Forecasting models 

• Cost -effectiveness analysis 

• Resource allocation models 

• Management infornution systems 

These nunagemcnt tools place emphasis on measuring, 
relating, predicting, and verifying. fX^cisions are 
made on the basis of fads; a high degree of rallonality 
prevails. 

\hc main features of science-based management are 
incorporated witiiin the planning-programmlng- 
budgetlng-evalualion (PPBL) system. Our premise 
hctc is that science-based management, in the forni of 
PPBK, can be adapted effectively to the management 
of an ediicatiofial system. By '*adapt", we mean that 
the cnnccpts ar d methods i>f PPBL as used in other 
types ot org itu^ations can be modified to satisfy the 
uniqtie needs and conditions of a community college. 
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Proposition 3; 

An educational system can be a successful hunwn 
organization through the active involvement of the 
broad educational community. 

The educational community has traditionally been 
considered as being largely within the confines of the 
physical plant; it included adminislrdtors, faculty, sup- 
port personnel, and students. We a^e considering Com- 
munity in a "Large C" sense, however, as being the 
geographical-poliiical-economic Community which the 
educational system serves. Members of this Community 
must participate actively in the planning and nianagc- 
meril of the educational system if this system is to be 
truly effective. 

We are speaking of an educational system as a human 
organi/ai'O'*, because it treats an individual human 
being as a subject (as an "i", a person) rather than ?n 
obiect (as an "It", a thing). The human being, as a 
sabiecl, looks out at the world and has some in- 
fluence on this world. The human being, as an 
object, is controlled and manipulated by the world. 
Our basic idea is that people within an educational 
system are treated as subjects to the extent that they 
are encouraged to participate in the planning and 
management of the educational system. This is the 
human dimension of educational management. 



Proposition 4: 

The scientific dimension of educational management 
can be united with the human dimension through 
participative management. 

Participative management allows individuals to identify 
with particular objectives because these are their objec- 
tives. These individuals are much more likely to be 
motivated to work toward the accomplishment of 
these objectives than if the objectives are handed down 
from above. Participative management will then serve 
as the bond to unite the scientific dimension with 
the human dimension ot educational management. 

People within the educational system (administrators, 
faculty, and students) arc "objects" to the extent 
that they are told where they are going and how they 
are going to get there. They are '^subjects" to the 
extent that they participate in formulating objectives 
and in deciding on the means for achieving these 
ends. The key to success in increasing the effective- 
ness of educational management will be for members 
of the broad educational Cx)mmunity to understand 
the concepts and methods of science-based manage^ 
ment. With this knowledge, they (as subjects) can 
apply this knowledge to the management of their 
own educational system. This is the essence of par- 
ticipative management. 




Prevailing Models of MjnagcmciU 

Three prevailing niotlets of managcnicnl found in 
proscnl-day educaiioii arv: (1) ihc autocratic, (2) the 
laissez-faire, and (3) the management-labor. The 
three managenient models are indicated in figure 1. 
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FIGURt 1. THREt MODELS OF MANAGEMENT 

In the autocratic model, informalion flows "from 
the top dov^n". The organi/atiooal structure is a 
wcll-detlncd liierarchy, with each person knowing his 
or her "pocking order" in the hierarchy. Individuals 
arc told what to do and liuw to do it and they 
comply or else. Managers arc "busses" In the 
traditional sense of the term. This approach to 
management was prevalent in industrial manage- 
ment in the early part of this century. It also has 
been prevalent in the military services, and we see 
it in some scIkxjIs and lo lieges. 



Thi autocratic mode! has both strengths and limita- 
tions. On the positive side, we see liiat it produces 
clear-cut responsibilities and centralized control. Il 
is cfficiefil because only a single individual is in- 
volved in the decision-making process. On the neg^i- 
tive side of the ledger is the simple fact that many 
people in this modern age will have no part In the 
autocratic model. The individual employee in such 
an organisation is treated ai an object, a thing, an 
^Mt". Typical reactions to this type of management 
arc cither complete passivity on the pari of the em- 
ployee (he becomes an automaton), or else he 
rebels. 

The laissez-faire model of management stands in 
sharp contrast to the autocratic. Here there is com- 
plete noninterference in the affairs of others. Each 
person "does his own thing". The administrator may 
administer the paperwork, but he is not a manager of 
education. One reason why this approach to manage- 
ment (or lack of management) has evolved In education 
is a misinterpretation of academic freedom; It is 
assun^ed tfiat each instructor should be given ufv 
restricted freedom in the classroom. If this assump- 
tion were valid, then there would be no need for 
managers. A second reason for the existence of the 
lalssiv-fairc model in education is tfiat administrators, 
by and targe, have not been trained adequately In the 
principles and concepts of management. Sometimes 
an individual moves directly from being an instructor 
to becoming an adiiiinistralor; he moves from the 
classroom to the administrator's office without 
adequate preparation. 

One major result of this approach to management is 
that the staff members feel that they ha\e con- 
siderable freedom in their jobs. Some may like 
the idea that there is no one "standing over their 
shoulders*\ reviewing and commenting on their 
work. Other persons working in such an educational 
system, however, will dislike the lack of direction they 
receive. This system Is perceived as a foundering ship 
with no one at the helm. In the present age of 
accountability, the laissez-faire apprr^ach lo educa- 
tional m.inagement can lead only to disaster. 
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The management-labor model in its present form has 
brought forth a true polarization of administrators and 
facolly. Administrators have become ''management", 
and faculty have assumed the role of "labor*'. It's 
"us versus them". There is a struggle for power. Each 
side tries to maximize its own gains and minimize the 
gains of the other side. It is assumed by both sides 
that there is a fixed amount of power in an educational 
system; if one side gains in pow^r, \i then follows that 
the other side mu^t lose a corresponding amount of 
power. 

One reason for the emergence of the management- 
labor model was that faculty members were poorly 
paid for many years. A second reason was that 
faculty felt they had no say in the major decisions that 
affected their professional lives in the educational sys- 
tem. Faculty members wanted more money and they 
wanted to be a part of the action, so many of them 
unionized. 

The management-labor polarization has produced in 
our educational system two distinct groups of pcopfe, 
each working toward different go.ils - its own. This 
is the antithesis of the situation in which the various 
groups of employees are working together to achieve 
common goals. 

We feel that none of these three management models 
is appropriate for an educational system, Participa- 
tive management is the proposed alternative. 



The Meaning of Community 

in a number of his works, Martin Guber provides us 
with a rich description of community: *'The real 
essence of community is undoubtedly to be found in 
the - manifest or hidden - fad that it has a 
center . . . But community, growing community is 
the being no longer side by side but with one another 
of a multitude of persons . . , Community is the 
overcoming of otherness in living unity ... If the 
world of man is to become a human world, then 
immediacy must rule between men, and thus also 
between human house and hun^an house . . . Com- 
munity is where community happens.*'!'^) 

Building on these concepts of Buber's, we propose a 
broader definition of educational community than 
that which is commonly used. In our definition, 
the educational Community goes beyond the walls 
of the college campus. It includes all of those 
groups that have a vital interest in the educational 
system: faculty, administrators, supportive staff, 
students, board members, and the communily-at- 
large. This constitutes the genuine educational 
Community. 

The educational Community then becomes the educa- 
tional organization. Chester Barnard, in "A Theory 
of Cooperation and Organization", defines an 
organization on the basis of three criteria: "An 
organization comes into being when (1) there are 
persons able to communicate with each other, 
(2) who are willing to contribute action, (3) to 
accomplish a common purpose. The elements of an 
organization are therefore (1) communication, 
(2) willingness to serve, and (3) comnion purpose."!^) 

The community college should be vievsiul as a 
Community of all those ocoplc having a vital interest 
in the educational system, This is a humanistic view 
of the educational oig^uiizalion. 
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Toward Particlpalivc ManagcnKnt 

111 pcUticipative managenieni, various groups vvithifT 
llie educational Conimunily coopcraie in rormulating 
educational objcciives and in determining appropriate 
metfiods for acconiplisfiing the objectives, riiese 
persons work together in deciding what they .vanl 
to do and how they plan to get there. This is tlie 
essence of participative managcmeiu. 

The concept of panic ipitive managenunl, which is 
suggested in Figure 2, stands in sharp coniiasl to the 
three approaches to management discussed above. In 
opposition to the auiocatic approach, ihc participa- 
tive approacfi encourages I fie flow of informalion in 
ail directions up, down, atid lateral; tiicre is rich 
comniui^icalion throughout the system. As con- 
trasted lo the laisse/'faire model, the participative 
model guides all efforts toward commoii obiective^. 
f tfially, in opposition to the nunagenuMU-iabor 
nH;del, the participative approach involve the co- 
operative efforts of all groups in the college m work- 
ing toward agreed-upon obieclives. 



OBjecTive/ 




FIGURt 2 A MODEL FOR PARTICIPATIVE 
MANAGEMENT 
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Participative management is related lo, but not 
Identical with, pure democratic management. The 
latter type of management calls for rule by the 
majority; if 51 percent of the people vote one way, 
their voice prevails. In contrast, participative manage* 
ment calls for individual responsibility and account- 
ability. The idea here is for the designated leader* 
to work closely with all members of his or her group 
in encouraging thek active pai icipalion in the func- 
tions of management, but the leader has the final 
authority for decision making. In most cases, the 
group leader will ix: with the majority, In other 
cases, however, he n)ay be in the minority. In 
either case, he has the authority to make the final 
decision, because he must assume the responsibility 
for the coi^scqueiices of the decision. 

Rensis Likert cicaily articulates this point of 
individual responsibility: "Ihe group method of 
supervision holds the superior fully responsible for 
the quality of all decisions and for their imple- 
mentation. He is responsible for building his 
subordinates into a group which nukes the best 
decisions and carries tliem out well. The superior 
is accountable for all decisions, for their execiUion, 
and fur their results. "(^^. 51) 



mtMnbLr, o: cUIV'K^c cUc vsjio has a it^^dcr^)llp r(>'c for a p.ir- 
UluI J r irca ot rc'sponsitH ' i \^ , 



As an extension of the ideas discussed up to ibis point, 
a general strategy for educational redesign is shown in 
Figure 3. This strategy represents the application of 



a planning-programming-budgctingevalualion approach 
within the context of participative management. The 
steps are summarized below. 
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FIGURE 3. A GENERAL STRATEGY FOR EDUCATIONAL REDESIGN 



1. Preparation 

After receiving dpproval from the board to proceed 
with the redesign project, a planning team is 
organized. Included in this team arc racully, ad- 
ministrators, supportive staff, students, and repre- 
sentatives of the general cornmunity. These mem- 
bers are selected by the various groups of people 
whom they represent. Obtaining ^ood representa- 
tion of the broad educational Community is the 
essential requirement. After comnur-icating the 
role and responsibility of the planning team, the 
members of the planniiig teim are then given 
orientation and training in rhe concepts and 
methods of educational planning. 

The planning team works as a single group during the 
initial steps of the redesign process. In subsequent 
steps, a steering committee assumes responsibility for 
coordinating the various activities, and task forces 
are selected to carry out specific steps requiring 
specialized knowledge. 



2. DeveJop Systemwide Objectives 

The planning team reviews the mission and system- 
wide objectives for the educational system, A mis- 
sion statement serves as the integrating theme iur the 
local educational agency as a whole. This is the 
ultfnute *'why" of the educational system. The 
systemwide objectives are the broad statements of 
purpose that delineate the mission statement and 
cut across all progran^s and activities. 

The planning team refines tlie existiiig mission statement 
and systemwide objectives as necessary. This formulation 
of mfssion statement and systemwide objectives is based 
upon the values and beliefs of the educationji Com- 
muniiy and are gleaned from an analysis of existing 
documents and materials - to the extent tliat they are 
relevant to the task at h.^nd. The imporunt thing is 
that the objectives truly represent what llie eduution.t! 
system is trying to accomplish and that they aie arrai-.ged 
in a meanirigful order. This sla lenient of objectives is 
possibly the rnost important step in the entire process 
because it serves as the guide for .ill subsequent steps. 
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3< Assess Educational Needs 

A need is defit^ed here in tern^s of the discrepancy 
between what exists and what is desired. Needs are 
determined by comparing a description of the 
existing educational system with a model of a 
desired one. The model of the desired educational 
system is a criterion model, which is an in-depth 
exposition of the values of the members of the edu- 
cational Commuiiity; this is a n^odel of the educa- 
tional system ;hat they would like to have. 

Perceptions about the actual educational system and 
the desired system may be obtained in the saine 
needs assessment survey. The items on I he survey 
should reflect the college or district as a whole. Each 
item is answered by the respondent in two ways: 
first, he gives his perception of the actual situation 
with respect to each item, and, second, he indicates 
the degree to which he believes this situation should 
exist in the educational system. (An example of an 
item 'vould be: "The objectives of our community 
college arv' clearly staled.") The survey is administered 
to a representative sample of people from various 
gtoups within the educational Comn)unity. Analysis of 
the resulting tiala provides a useful means for identifying 
critical problems and cstablishif^g prioriliLS. 

4. Eslimatc Revenues 

Estimated revenues are any funds that are likely to 
be available to the educational syslcav Sources of 
funds include local taxes, tuition, slate support, 
Federal sijpport, invesimenl earnings, and others. 

It is necessary to answer ilvse questions: (a) What 
is the predicted student enrollnx^nt over the next 
several-year peric^dr (b) What is the estimated 
revenue for the next several -year period? 

It is generally acknowledged that any estimation of 
revenues beyond one year is highly tenuous. 
Nevertheless, it is necessary tu slate jppro- 
priale assumptions and then m - best guess 

possible. [ ven though the error ol estimate in- 
creases considerably as we go beyond the one-year 
period, this is iK'lter than ' iakrii;; n-^ e^ttmati^ at 
all. These long term estifiv-.es a;e then revised 
each year. 
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5, Kstabiish Program Structure 

A program is defined as a scl of related activities 
directed toward common objectives. A program 
structure is an arrangement of programs showing 
their interrelations and encompassing all activities 
in the educational system. 

txampJos i f iraditior.al educational programs would 
be Mathematics-, Science, Mnglish, and Art. Sup- 
portive programs would be Central Office Administra- 
tion, Transportation, Food Service, and Health 
Service, 

The program structure should be designed in such a 
manner to be logically consistent with, and suppor- 
tive of, the statement of systcmwide objectives. In 
formulating the program structure, it is useful to 
begin with a descriptive view of the existing pro- 
grams (the actual} and then move toward a prescrip- 
tive view (the desired}. 



6. Conduct Program Analysis 

While the formulation or systemwidc objectives is 
probably the most important step in the planning 
process, program analysis is probably the most com 
plex. This is a systematic and analytical approach 
to determining the most appropriate ways to carry 
out 'he vjrious programs - including both the edu- 
cational programs and the supportive programs. 

Program analysis involves this sequence of steps: 
(a) specify program objectives; (b) identify indica- 
tors of effectiveness; (c) investigate alternative 
approaches to the accomplishment of program 
objectives; (d) identify program constraints; 

(e) evaluate the alternative approaches on the basis 
of estimated effectiveness and estimated cost; 

(f) select recommended alternatives; and (g) pre- 
pare program proposals. 

Proyam objectives should be consistent with, and 
supportive of, the svstemwide objectives. Further, 
the program objectives should be responsive to 
the needs identified in Step 3. 



Thc key concept in progr; m analysis is the investiga- 
tion of alternatives. By "investigate", we mean both 
the selection of existing uiternatives and the genera- 
tion of new alternatives. Representatives of the various 
programs being analyzed seek out existing alternatives 
that might be used to accomplish the specified 
objectives. They should not "reinvent the wheel"; 
they should n^ake use of existing knowledge to the 
greatest extent possib'*^. Whenever there are gaps in 
the availability of alternative approaches, the program 
representatives generate new alternatives for achiev- 
ing the specified objectives. 

The various alternatives are evaluated on the basis of 
these criteria: (a) estimated effectiveness in 
accomplishing the program objectives, (b) estimated 
resources required, and (c) constraints imposed upon 
the in^plementation of the alternative approach. 
What appear to be the most appropriate alternative 
approaches are then selected, 

A ^.fogram proposal including program objectives, 
recommended approaches, and estimated ccsts is pre- 
pared and submitted. 
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7. Develop Program Budget 

The purpose of Step 7 in Iho planning process is to 
establish resource requirements for all of the pro* 
gran-is, individually and collectively These resource 
requirements are delineated in a program budget 
formal, which is designed in accordance with the 
program structure. 

Both **Top Down*' and "Bottom Up" inputs are 
important in the budget forn-ulaiion step. "Top 
Down" inputs constitute a rational input based upon 
systcmwide objectives and the corresponding priorities 
assigned to various programs. The "Bottom Up" 
approach uses cost estimates from program analysis 
as the basis for the initial program budget. 

The educational system can convert from a tradi- 
tional line-item budget to a program budget forn)at 
by means of the "crosswalk" mechanism. In sin^ple 
terms, this may be portrayed in a two-way table with 
the line-item budget presented hori/ontally at^d the 
program budget presented vertically. Both forms of 
the budget can be maintained, and each used as 
appropriate. But there is a fundamental difference 
between the two formats: the line-item approach is 
directed towards inputs, whereas the prografii budget 
approach is directed towards outputs. 




8. Allocate Resources 

The next step in the prucess is to allocate the iivail- 
able resources to the various prografns. This alloca- 
tion is based upon the eslimaled budget requirements 
and the estimated resenue. 

Typically, the resource requirements can be expected 
to exceed the available resources. Therefore, Step 8 
in Figure 3 must be recycled back to Step 7 until 
there is a "match" between the rcsouice requirements 
and the available resources. This recycling involves 
taking a second look at previously considered alterna- 
tive approaches (reference Step 6) those that might 
be less effective than the preferred alternative, but less 
costly. 

A recommended sequence of steps in resource alloca- 
lion is as follows: (a) systemdtically choose a combina- 
tion of alternatives for the various programs; (b) check 
the financial and resource feasibility of this combina- 
tion; (c) if not feasibk, choose another combination; 
(d) if it is feasible in terms of resources, check to see 
if I he estimated effecliveness is satisfactory; (e) if 
the estimated effectiveness is not s.Uisfatlory , choose 
another combination; (fj if the estimated elfc tive- 
ness is satisfactory, stop at this point. 

The end product of this step is a set of recommenda- 
tions on how ihe avail aoie resources should be 
aMocatcd to the resource requirements established 
for the \arious programs. Preparation of a multi-year 
budget document is appropriate at this point. 
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9. Prepare Operational Plan 

A muUi year operational plan for the educational 
sybtem as a whole h ihtn prepared. This plan 
integrates the results of Steps 2 through 8 and 
includes a procedure for program evaluation. 

A plan may be defined as an explicit and systematic 
formulation of objectives, together with a description 
of the procedures, resources, and schedules which will 
bo used to achieve those objectives in the environment 
anficipatcd. Each of these elements is an important 
ingredient in the writt'^n plan. By an ^'operalionaP' 
plan, we mean that the plan is realistic in the sense 
that it is capable of being implemented, 

10. Develop Information System 

Effective educational management requires both 
(a) good planning and (b) implementation of the 
plans. The former without the latter is a sterile 
exercise. An essential requirement for successful 
implementation is a good information system. This 
information system must be designed to collect, 
store, and report alt significant data pertaining to the 
plan during the period of implementation. 

The operational plan itself can provide the major 
design requirements for the information system. In- 
cluded here will be information rCi^ulrements con- 
cerning objectives, schedules, budget allocations, and 
other elements of the operational plan. 

The major purpose of the information system is to 
provide the educational practitioner with the informa- 
tion needed for evaluation and decision-making. To 
achieve this purpose, the information inctudcd in the 
system must be relevant, accurate, and timely. 

The information system might be very simple in design 
(and require only manual operation), or be quite 
cnmplov (and require the use of the computer), de> 
pending upon the si/e and complexity of the particular 
educational system. In cither case, the infr: nation 
system should be designed so that it meets the needs 
of those people responsible for implementing the 
operational plan. 



As described here, the information system is designed 
as a tool to assist in the implementation of the opera- 
tional plan. It shoulo '^e noted, however, that in subse- 
quent cycles of the planning process, the data collected 
in the information system can be of great value to the 
planning process as such. 



11. Implement the Plan 

After approval by the board, the plan is put into opera- 
tion. Each selected alternative is implemented in 
accordance with a specified time schedule. The 
responsibility for assuring tfiat each selected alterna- 
tive is implemented according to plan should be assigned 
to the appropriate person in the educational system. 

An important point to note here is that there may be 
many people within the educational system who are 
influenced by the plan but were not actively involved 
in the planning process. It is essential that all of these 
persons become familiar with the plan and how it affects 
them. This familiarization, of course, should begin 
during the time period in which the plan is being devel- 
oped and not delayed until the point of implementation. 

12. Evaluate and Revise 

Program evaluation 5>houid take place on a ontinuing 
basis. The fundamental questions here are: (a) Which 
objectives are being achieved? (b) Which objectives 
are not being achieved? (c) Are expenditures consistent 
with budget? (d) What are the reasons for the dis- 
crepancies? (c) What should be done to improve? Data 
needed to answer these question*^ should be provided 
by the information system. Modifications are made in 
the actual operation of the programs as deemed nec- 
essary from the results of the evaluation. 

Systemwide evaluation can be accomplished by re- 
adminislering the educational needs survey (which was 
described in Step 3). This is an effective means of 
"keeping track" of what is happening to the educational 
system as a whole as perceived by the various groups 
within the educational community. 
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This r2-stcp process represents a broad strategy for 
educational redesign. In carrying out ll^e strategy, we 
offer two additional recommendations. First, the 
sequence of steps should be repeated over time. This 
point is emphasized because planning should be viewed 
as a continual process - and not just a one-shot 
affair that ends up with a written report to be stored 
in a file drawer. A second recommendation * ihat 
large numbers of people be rotated into anc of 
the planning team over time. This Is done for tv/o 
reasons: first, to get wide participation of the educa- 
tional Community, the second, to maintain a high 
degree of interest and enthusiasn^i on the part of the 
participants- 
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Thi' plan of action for implemeniing Project USHLR is shown below. It will be iiolcd thai the steps shown in the 
rectangles are the sanje as lho^>e included previously in F igurc 3. The activities to be carried out by the local 
educational agency are indicated in the upper part of the figure, and the activities 
for which the Project staff will assume prfmary responsibility arc shown in the 
lower part of the figure. The time schedule for completing the sequcrKe of 
steps is Indicated at the bottom of the figure, for illustrative purposes, we are 
showing a starting date of September. It should be noted, however, that some 
colleges might decide to begin the project in January rather than September, In 
any event, the total process will require approximately 3 years for completion. 
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Anolher Imporlant point to be noted i& thai ihc end result of each niaioi step in ihc 
process as developed by ihe planning tcan> is in the form o! recommendaiions to be 
*ipprovcd by the chief administrator and/or board. This means, of course, that ihe 
board should be kept lully informed of the redesign process as it proceeds so \hat nee- 
essary approvals will be expedited. Given these special consideration^ wc will now 
proceed \o "walk through'* the sequence of steps included in Proiecl USULR and 
indicate the respective responsi- 
bilities of the participating local 
educational agency and the 
Project staff. 
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LOCAL EDUCATIONAL AGENCY fe/pOn/Ibllltg PROJECT STAFF 
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PREPARE FOR EDUCATIONAL REDESIGN 




• Organize and Involve Planning Team 


• Worksimp: Introduction lo Hun*<anistic tducalional Managemcnl* 

• Workshop: Team Building 


DEVELOP SYSTEMWIDE OBJECTIVES 

• Articulate tducaiional Philosophy 

• Formulate Systemwide Objectives 


• Workshop: Devcfoping Systemwide Objectives 

• Provide Guidance in Developing Systemwide Objectives** 


ASSESS NEEDS 

• Identify Sjrnple 

• Administer Survey 

A li4<<(t(iT\' f^r n'tr 1 t i fit. 


• Workshop: Assessing Educational Needs 

• Provide Ouestionnaircs and InslrJctions for Administralion 

^ > 

• Analyze Data 

• Prepare Report 


. ESTIMATE REVENUES 

' Project Available Revenues for 
Multi-Year Time f rame 

' Generate Ideas for New Revenues 


• Provide f ormat for Projecting Revenues 


. ESTABLISH PROGRAM STRUCTURE 

• Formuldte Descriptive Program Structure 

• I'ormuljte Prescriptive Program Structure 

• 1 stahiish Coding Systcni for Program 
Structure 


• Workshop: Designing a Prograni Structure 

• Provide GuidjiKe in Designing Program Structure 


CONDUCT PROGRAM ANALYSIS 

• Formuljle Progr.jn) Ohiectives* 

• Invest i;;.Ue Alter njtive Means for 
Achieving Obiectives 

• Identitv Program Constraints 

• Pcflorm Cosl-Lffectiveness Analysis on 
Alter natives 

• Prepare F^rogram Proposals 


• Workshop: Program Analyses 

• Provide Guidance in Program Analysis 


The vioiKshops are JcsiKncii tor these groups: Pjannin^ Tcamj Stcermg Commiilee, Task Force, and Pro^jram Dirtclors, Wc have tndi- 
^n ihc ippcnd{K the pa^tfculj'' groups for v^hich each workshop intended, the workshops will bo LOfiducfed at the tolfege. 
* •Se^ueniidUv , ihis guidance is provided during ihe lime thai the LEA is carrying out tne associated steps. 



• *Ml is recommended thai objcttues be developed for all programs al this point, but thai the detailed analysis that follows be tarried out 
only on selected progr..ms. In each succeeding year, additional proy;rams will then be analyzed. 
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LOCAL EDUCATIONAL AGENCY 



re/pon/lbllltg 



PROjECT STAFF 



7. DEVELOP PROGRAM BUDGET 

• Delineate Existing Budget 

• Design Program Budget Formal 

• Lsldblish Crosswalk Mechanism 



8. ALLOCATE RESOURCES 

• Choose a Combination of Alternatives 

• Check financial and Resource Capability 

• Eslimaic Coniributton to Objectives 

• Select "Best" Combination of Alternatives 



9. PREPARE AN OPERATIONAL PLAN 

• Integrate Program PL^ns 

• Prepare Plan for Program Evaluation 

• Develop Schedules 

• Assign Responsibilities 

• Prepare Written Plan 



10. DEVELOP INFORMATION SYSTEM 

• Describe Existing System 

• Specify Desired System 

• Determine What is Needed 



• Workshop: Program Budgeting 

• Provide Guidance in Program Budgeting 

• Workshop: Resource MIocation 

• Provide Guidance in Resource Allocation 



• Provide Guidance in FVeparing Operational Plan 



• Workshop: Developing Information System-' 

• Provide Guidance in Developing Information System 



n. IMPLEMENT PLAN 

• Provide Orientation for Staff as Needed 

• Put Phn into Effect 



12. EVALUATE AND REVISE 

A. Program Evaluation 

• Review Program Performance 

♦ Compare Accomplishments with Plans 

• Make Modifications as Appropriate 

B. Syjtcmwide Evaluation 

♦ Rcadminister Educational Needs Siirvcy 



• Provide Assistance in Implementing Plan 

• Workshop: Program Evaluation 

• Proside Guidance in Program Fvalualton 

• Provide Needs Survey Questionnaires 

• Anaty/c Data 

• Prepare Report 
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As indicated in F-igurc 3 as ihe final step at the end of 
the 3-vcar process, a public report is prepared and sub- 
milled. Such a fepori, of course, n^lghi be prepared 
and submitted al any stage during the 3-year cycle, 
depending upon the desires of the local educational 
agency. 



The complementary roles of the participating college and 
the Project staff are clearly indicated in this outline. 
The participating college is taking the primary responsi- 
bility for actually carrying out the redesign process, 
while the Project staff is providing the training, guidance, 
and written materials that will assist the college in 
acquiring the knowledge and skills to be used in carry- 
ing out the process. 




Time and Costs 



Project Organization 



A period of 36 moaihs is required to con-jpicic the 
tasks included in Project USHER. We plan to start 
v.x)rking with one group of colleges in january, 1974, 
and a second program will be started in September, 
1974. In subsequent years, new groups will be 
started in September and January, 

The cost for the services provided in Project USflER 
is a$ follows: 



Single-Campus College 
Two -Cam pus 01 sir id* 
Three-Campus District 



Annual Cost 

$30,000 
$32,000 
i34,000 



Toul Cost 
S 90,000 
$ 96.000 
$102,000 



This amount covers the time of the Project staff, mate- 
rials, data processing services, travel time for Project 
staff/and miscellaneous costs. Atso included here is 
an amourU to cover a reasonable number of long- 
distance collect telephone calls from the participants 
to the Project staff to provide informal answers to 
questions or to discuss implementation of the project. 

Communication 

The major means for communication between the 
Project staff and the rcpresenlativcs of the participating 
college will be in face-to-facc meetings al the college. 
All of the workshops will be conducted ort the campus 
of the participating college, and much of the consult- 
ing service will be provided on-site. In addition, we 
would expect that many of the day-to-day questions 
could be handled via telephone. 

As an integral part of the communication process, 
the Center for Improved Education will provide each 
partictpating college with 25 copies of the following 
Center-developed written guides: 

♦ A Humanistic Management System 

♦ Development of a Management Information System 



Project USHLR will be the responsibility of the Center 
for Improved Education of Bat tell e's Columbus Labora- 
tories under the direction of Dr. William D. Hill, 
Director*, Each project with a given coiicge (or college 
district) will have an USHER staff member to serve as 
project director. This project director will be assisted 
by other USHER staff nicmbcrs, other educational 
specialists within Battelle, and outside consollants. 
Biographical sketches for persons expected to ptay a 
niajor role in Project USHER are presented in the 
Appendix. 



Group Sponsorship 

Although Project USHER is designed to serve the needs 
of a Single community college (or community college 
district), there are certain advantages which accrue 
when several colleges collectively support the pro- 
gram. Specifically, the most in^portant advantage is 
the sharing of information and data. Over the next 
several years, Project USHER will generate considerable 
information and data pertaining to educational objec- 
tives, needs assessment, revenue forecasting, program 
analysis, program budgeting, resource allocation, af\d 
program evaluation. In additiori, we will gain addi- 
tional knowledge concerning experiences, problems, 
and solutions regarding the implementation of various 
aspects of the management model. Even though each 
community college is unique, the sharing of this infor- 
mation will have considerable value for all of the par- 
ticipating colleges. We will maintain the anonymity of 
each participating college, of course, whenever we give 
one college information collected in other colleges. 

Another obvious economy will be effected in joint sup- 
port of Project USflER through the workshop feature. 
Developing a workshop for a number of sponsoring 
institutions will save time for the Center for Improved 
Education; this s^iving will result in benefits through 
additional services. 



*As can be seen, the annual cost for each additional campus 
in a district is $2,000. 



•Battelit be the pnmc contractor; ihc League tor Innova- 
tion ssill be a suixorMractor to Battelle. 
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work/fiop I 

INTRODUCTION TO HUMANISTIC EDUCATIONAL 
MANAGEMENT 

Participants: Planning Tcan% Program Directors, 
Board, Chief Adminisirator 

Duration: 1 Day 

A. THE NEED FOR IMPROVED EDUCATIONAL 
MANAGEMENT 

B. THE SCIENTIFIC DIMENSION OF 
MANAGEMENT 

C. THE HUMAN DIMENSION OF MANAGE- 
MENT 

D. UNITING THE SCIENTIFIC DIMENSION 
AND THE HUMAN DIMENSION 

E. A MODEL FOR HUMANISTIC 
EDUCATIONAL MANAGEMENT 

F. OBJECTIVES OF PROJECT USHER 

G. PLAN OF ACTION FOR PROJECT 
USHER 

ujofk/PlOp II 

TEAM BUILDING 

Participants: Planning Team, Chief Administrator 
Duration: 1 Day 

A. DEFINITION OF TEAM BUILDING 

B. HOW TEAM BUILDING CONCEPTS 
DEVELOPED 

C. THE GOALS OF TEAM BUILDING 

D. REQUIREMENTS FOR EFFECTIVE TEAM 
BUILDING 

E. TYPICAL PROBLEMS OF TEAM BUILDING 

F. METHODS FOR OVERCOMING PROBLEMS 

G. THE ROLE OF THE LEADER IN A TEAM 
W. aXPPLICATIONS of TEAM BUILDING 



ujofk/ftop tit 

DEVELOPING SYSTEMWIDE OB)ECTIVES 

Participants: Planning Team, Board, Chief Administrator 

Duration: 1 Day 

A. PERSONAL VALUES AND BELIEFS 

B. ORGANIZATIONAL PHILOSOPHIES 

C. THE INTERACTION OF PERSONAL AND 
ORGANIZATIONAL PHILOSOPHIES 

D. AN EDUCATIONAL INSTITUTION'S 
STATEMENT OF PHIf OSOPHY 

E. THE MISSION STATEMENT 

F. SYSTEMWIDE OBjECTIVES 

G. THE OBJECTIVES HIERARCHY 

H. A PLAN OF ACTION 

ujof k/Piop IV 

ASSESSING EDUCATIONAL NEEDS 

Participants: Planning Team, Board, Program 
Directors, Chief Administrator 

Duration: 1 Day 

A. A RATIONALE FOR EDUCATIONAL NEEDS 
ASSESSMENT 

B. GUIDELINES FOR SAMPLING AND 
ADMINISTERING A SYSTEMATIC NEEDS 
ASSESSMENT 

C. INTERPRETING AND ANALYZING THE 
RESULTS 

0. COLLECTING ADDITIONAL DATA FOR 
INPUT 

E, GUIDELINES FOR REPORTING RESULTS 

F. DEVELOPING A PLAN FOR IMPLEMENTING 
NEEDS ASSESSMENT 
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uuofk/ftop V 

DESfGNING A PROGRAM STRUCTURE 

Parlicfpants: Steering Commilicc, Task F-orcc, 
Chief AUminislralor 

Duration: 1 Day 

A. THt RATIONALE UNDERLYING PROGRAM 
STRUCTURE 

B. RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN PROGRAM 
STRUCTURE AND AN ORGANIZATIONAL 
CHART 

C. RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN PROGRAM 
STRUCTURE AND SYSTEMWIDE OBJECTIVES 

D. CRITERIaX FOR EVALUATING A 
PROGRAM STRUCTURE 

E. AN ILLUSTRATIVE PROGRAM STRUCTURE 

F. DEVELOPING A PROGRAM CODING 
SYSTEM 

G. A STRATEGY FOR DEVELOPING A 
PROGRAM STRUCTURE 

H. A PLAN or ACTION FOR CREATING A 
PROGRAM STRUCTURE 



uJOfk/ftop VI 

PROGRAM ANALYSIS 

Participants: Steering Commillec, Task Force^ 
Chief Administrator 

Duration: 2 Days 

A. DEFINITION AND PURPOSE OF PROGRAM 
ANALYSIS 

B. SELECTING PROGRAMS FOR ANALYSIS 

C. FORMULATING PROGRAM OBJECTIVES 

D. SPECIFYING PERFORMANCE INDICATORS 

E. GENERATING ALTERNATIVE SOLUTIONS 

F. SPECIFYING PROGRAM CONSTRAINTS 

G. EVALUATING ALTERNATIVES ON THE 
BASIS OF ESTIMATED EFFECTIVENESS 
AND ESTIMATED COSTS 

H. GUIDELINES FOR RANKING ALTERNATIVES 

I. SPECIFYING CRITERIA FOR EVALUATION 

J. PREPARING A PROGRAM PROPOSAL 

K A PLAN FOR OPERATIONALIZING 
PROGRAM ANALYSIS 




work/hop VII 

PROGRAM BUDGETING 

Participants: Sleoring Comniittec, Task \'ora\ 

Program Directors^ Chief Adfnlrustralor 

Duration: I Day 

A. DtriNH ION AND PURPOSE OF PROGRAM 
BUDGETING 

8. RELATION BETWEEN PROGRAM BUDGETING 
AND TRADITiONAL BUDGETING 

C. "TOP DOWN" AND BOTTOM UP" 
APPROACHES TO BUDGETING 

D. COST CODING METHODS 

E. COST-ALLOCATION METHODS 

F. AGGREGATiON LEVELS 

G. THE "CROSSWALK" 

H. MULTI-YEAR BUDGETING 

L AN ILLUSTRATIVE PROGRAM BUDGET 

J. A STRATEGY TOR ESTABLISHING A 
PROGRAM BUDGET 

ujork/hop VIII 

RESOURCE ALLOCATION 

Participants: Steering Commitrec, Task force, 

Program Directors, Chief Adminisirator 

Duration: 1 Day 

A. DEFINITION AND PURPOSE OF RESOURCE 
ALLOCATION 

B, REVIEWING THE PROGRAM PROPOSALS 

C FORMING COMBINATIONS OF 
ALTERNATIVES 

a ANALYZING COMBINATIONS 

E. FINAL SELECTION OF ALTERNATIVES 

F. A STRATEGY FOR ALLOCATING 
RESOURCES 



Ujork/Piop IX 

DEVELOPING AN INFORMATION SYSTEM 

Participants: Steering Committee, Task Force, 

PfOi^liam Directors, Ci;icf Adminisirator 

Duration: 2 Days 

A. IHE NEED FOR INFORMATION SYSTEMS 

B. OBJECTIVES OF AN INFORMATION 
SYSTEM fO ..UPPORT PPBE 

C. MAJOR FUNCTIONS 01 THE INFORMATION 
SYSTEM 

D. RELATING TflE INFORMATION SYSTEM 
TO THE DA I'A BASE 

E. COMPUTER REQUIREMENTS 

F. INTEGRATING INFORMATION SYSTEMS 

G. A PLAN OF ACTION FOR DEVELOPING 
THE INFORMATION SYSTEM 

ujofk/ftop X 

PROGRAM EVALUATION 

Participants: Steering Committee^ Program Directors/ 
Chief Ad^D'nistrator 

Duration: I Day 

A. DEFINITION AND PURPOSE OF PROGRAM 
EVALUATION 

B. SUMMATIVE AND FORMATIVE 
EVALUATION 

C. GUIDELINES FOR AN^ALYZING AND 
INTERPRETING DATA 

D. REVISING OPERATIONS AS A RESULT 
OF EVALUATION 

E. REPORTING RESULTS 

F. DECISIONS FOR THE FUTURE 

G. A STRATEGY FOR CREATING EVALUATION 
PLANS 
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BoUelle 

Ballcile, esseniidfly hunianitarian and charitable in 
its ubjcclivcs. is a public organization csi«\blishcd 
by Gordon Battellc as a memorial to the Batlcllc 
family. His will provides tor the "encouragement 
of creative research . . . the making of discoveries 
and i mentions . . , the education of men/' These 
several puiposes, ^vl.^n joined together, constitute 
the basis of Battel fe's prima^-y mission: the ad- 
vancemeni and ulHi/ation of science for the 
benefit of mankind, 

Battellc is a not-for-profit organization, and the true 
measure of its effectiveness is determined by how 
well it serves its humanitarian purposes. The moti- 
vation of the Institute derives not from profit but 
from dedication to an ideal - to use science to serve 
mankind. Battellc was founded on this ideal and, to 
this, it contributes its resources and talents. Ov^cr 
the years, the world has changed, and the Institute 
has grown and diversified in response to changes, 
but the Battellc ideal remains. 

More and more, the rational approach of scientific 
research seems to be the best hope for solving prob- 
lems that only a few years ago would have been con- 
sidered wcW beyond the domain of science. Thus, 
Bait el !l has consciously moved even more into the 
mainstream of lujrnan affairs. It has evolved from a 
single research center designed to solve well-defined 
problems for specific industrial companies to a large 
international organization with an active role in all 
phases of research and education. 

Research and devefopment are conducted at BatteKe 
in practically all fields of science and technology. In 
conducting research, Batlcllc provides the physical 
plant, equipment, and personnel on a contract basis 
for industnal concerns, groups of companies, school 
districts and colleges, and Government agencies. 



Center for Improved education 

The Center for Improved Education is part of the 
Columbus Laboratories of Battellc. It is organiza- 
tionally separate from, but is linked to, Battcllc's 
educational research groups. 

The primary mission of Battcllc's Center for Improved 
Education is to help schools and colleges redesign 
their educational systems through the use of existing 
knowledge. Putting knowledge into action is the key 
idea. 

The Center serves as a change-a^^^ent in the redesign of 
schools and colleges. This is a twofold purpose: 

(1) to serve as an advocate and promoter of educa- 
tional change and (2) to provide the services needed 
by schools and colleges for effecting constructive 
change. 

The Cen.er for Improved Education is guided by a 
hum?nistic philosophy of education. Underlying this 
philosophy is the proposition that the scientific dimen- 
sion and the human dimension in education can • and 
should ' be integrated to form a new educational 
model. The central belief of this humanistic philos- 
ophy is that education should be viewed as a hunun 
enterprise. By "human", wc mean that the primary 
concern of education should be to help students be 
effective human beings. By "enterprise", we mean 
that education should be an undertaking that is 
planned, organized, and managed for specific purposes. 

While the Battelle research groups arc concerned with 
the generation of new knowledge, the Center is con- 
ccrticd with the dissemination and utilization of 
exciting knowledge. These efforts are mutually 
supportive: (1) the research groups provide valuable 
inputs to the Center in the form of new knowledge 
and icchnical expertise in specialized areas, while 

(2) the Center contributes to the efforts of the 
research groups by assisting in defining the problems 
of the educational practitioner, by generating ideas 
for researcli, and by helping the researcher inrplement 
the results of his or her research. 
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League for Innovation 

The League for Innovjiion in the Commiinily Col- 
lege Is a national organisation of sclecicd community 
college districts which aims, through cooperative 
work, lo encourage and evaluate Siuiova lions and 
experimentation desigr^ed to improve varied aspects 
of college operations, Work of the League includes 
an emphasis on improving management practices, 
curriculum development, the improvement of instruc- 
tion, and the strengthening of student perwnnel 
services. 

The League is chartered under the laws of the State of 
California as a nonprofit educational corporation, 
pursuant to the provisions of Lducalioji Code Sec- 
tion 1072. 

fhc League is supported by meinbership due*) and by 
other contributions (including staff time, facilities, 
and funds) by its men^bers, by foundation grants, and 
by government and other contracts. The League has re- 
ceived grants from such agencies as the National 
Science foundation, the United States Office of 
Lducation, ttie Kettering f oundation, and the Institute 
for histructiofial Improvement. 

l eague Programs supp orted by external funds in- 
clude projects on: 

Increasing efficiency in comr^iunily college courses 
New developments in leaching college physics 
Use of sirigle concept films in teaching 
Individuali/ii^g the teaching of English composition 
New trends In studefU personnel services 
Multimedia instruction in biology 
Computer-assisted instruction 
A systems approach lo community college teaching 
Division chairman leadership 

increasing efficiency of community college learning 
resource centers 



As a national organi/ation with members ifi all '>ections 
of the country, the League influences and takes leader- 
ship in community college development throughout the 
nation, it is noubie that three of the last four elected 
presidents of {Uc American Association ol CorTimunity 
and Junior Colleges are administrators in League 
districts, 

The League is not only committed lo programs which 
contribute to liie continuing improvement of member 
colleges, but aUo lo provide njl ion wide leadership within 
the commuinly ollege movement, I he fii^dings of the 
League progiams and studies aie shared with conimin^ity 
colleges nationally, and noivLeague colleges are con- 
tinually involved in t.eague aciivilies. 
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Following are biographical sketches of the Project staff 
and consultanis who are expected to play a major role 
in Project USHER. 

Project /toff 

William D. Hftt 

Director of Proiecl USMtR 

Director. Center for Improved Hducaiion 

B.A., Universiiy o( Keriiucky, 1951 

M A., Psychology, The Ohio Slate University, 1934 

Ph.D., Psychology, fhe Ohio State University, 1956 

For over Hfieen years, Dr, Mill has been deeply involved 
in seeking ^.olutions to educational problems. He has 
concerned himscff with both the planning and ma^^age- 
mcni aspects ot education. Currently, as director of 
the League-Baltelie Community College Ffoject, his 
special interest is in promoting a belter relationship 
between humanness and technology. Dr. Hitt is con- 
cerned about people, and through his work with the 
League-Battelle project is applying his humanistic 
philosophy in helping people create more effective edu- 
cational systems. His professional affiliations include 
the Anx^rican Psychological Association and Sigma Xi. 
lie is author of the book, Education as o Huma/) 
Lf}tvrp//u\ 



David L. Hamilton 

Associate Director of Project USHER 

Program Director, Management Systems, Center for 

Improved Flducation 
B.S.. Educaiion. Ashland College, 1957 
M.A., Fdocalion Administration, The Ohio State 

University, 1967 
Ph D. (Candidate), Educational Adn^inistralion, The 

Ohio Slale Universiiy 

As associate director and senior technical advisor for 
the League-Balielle Community College Projeci; 
Mr. Hamilton is working lo improve educational 
organizations by systematically applying the practical 
techniques of modern management with crfective 
human relations concepts. As a former educational 
administrator^ Mr. Hamilton has had practical ex- 
perience in all phases of managcmenl. Now, as an 
educational management cor>sultanl, he is applying 
his practical experience by advising numerous school 



districts and conducting workshops in the areas of 
needs assessment, management by objectives, and 
school-community relations, Mr. Hamilton is a mem- 
ber of the Society for Advancement of Managen-^ent 
and the Acad^^my of Management. 



B, Lamar )ohnson 

Executive Director, League for Innovation in the 

Community College 
B.S., Universiiy of Minnesota, 1925 
M.A., University of Minnesota, )927 
Ph.D., University of Minnesota, 1930 
Postdoctoral Study, University of Miciiigan, 1931-32 

The name of Dr. B. Lamar Johnson is a byword in the 
field of education. Educators throughout the world 
have known and respected Dr, Johnson for his 
dedicated and innovative leadership. Before assuming 
the directorship of the League for Innovation in 
the Community College, Dr. Johnson was a professor 
of fiigher Education at the University of California, 
Los Angeles. While at the University, Dr. Johnson 
wrote one of his most notable works. Islands of 
Innovatiof} Expanding: Changes in the Community 
College. Recently, Dr. johnson served as a con- 
sultant on the Establishment of Community Junior 
Colleges in Vietnam for the USAID Mission and 
Vietnamese government. As a senior member of 
Project USHER, Dr, Johnson will be applying his 
vast knowledge and experience in community college 
education in helping to increase the effectiveness of 
community college managemeru. 
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Arthur D. Scfiniitit 

Senior FVugram Asmh'mIc. Managcinont Sv>lcnH, 

Cc'Ucr for Irnprtncd l-duuaioii 
B.S., Malh*>cionce LduCvUioii. Soulficin Oregon 

Colicgo, 1958 
N.S.f'. drain, Univcrsit\ f Cc^lorado, 1962-63 
M.B.S.. Malh-sticncc, Uiij\crbii> ^ i' Colorado, 1966 

As ai> asNOciatc protestor, coNegc tlcan, and cducatioria) 
consulianl lo over liiirly comniunily colleges, Arthur 
Schmidt has gi\cfi education able and etlectivc leader- 
ship. Before a»uniing his p<)silion of Sci^ior Progtain 
Associate with lluieile's Center lor hnpruved l.duca- 
tion, Mr. Sciuridl was a program associate tor the 
Nalional LalKnalory (or Higher i'ducalion, Junior 
and ConuiKJni y College Division, Durham, North 
Carolina. While at the lab<vatory. Mr, Schmidt re- 
sCMrehed, developed, and tc>lod products related to 
chjnge in the J unior-ConuiiUiiity College movement. 
Mr. Schmidt is proMdiiig the League-Balteiie Com- 
munity Coltego project vvtth technical expertise, as 
well as practical educational miEhigement experience. 
Mr. Scliiiudr is a member of the American Associa- 
tion of University Protessor"- and the Iheta Delta Phi 
National Academic flonorary. 

Arthur Bcrchin 

Assislani Cxeculive Director, League lor Innov.ition in 

the Com m unity College 
B.A., English, University of California, Los Ar^gelcs, 

m\ 

M.A., English, University of Cilifornia, Los Angeles, 
1966 

Ph.D., Educational Administration, University of 
California. Los Angeles, i970 

The community college setting is a familiar one to 
Dr. Berchin. Before accepting the posilion as assislani 
executive direclor to the League for Innovation in 
the Community College, Dr. Bcrchin was the director 
of Self-Study at Miami Dade junior College. His 
experience in administration and instruction makes 
him a valuable member of the Project USHER staff. 
^-Ic is a member of the University of California's 
DoctoraLAiumni Association and> among his many 
writings, has published ToY,^rd tm reaped EffKieniy 
in Community Junior Collegi' Courses. 



Gerald L. Kobinsor: 

ManagCf. Lduunionai System^ Scaion, Bat Jolle-CoUimbus 
B.S., Llectrica; Fngineering, MassaduiM. tts Institute ol 

i e<.i^fio1ogy , I9S0 
M.S., Ifidustfial LngincMing, New WvX University, 1957 
Pii.D , Industrial L ngirjcering, I he Olno Sute Uiiiversity, 

1972 

Dr. Robinson \> fields o( i merest inclu<fc operations 
research, managoiDerU science, s\s;ems ajialysl^, and 
industrial enginre.nng as applied to business and social 
systems. Since ioir.ing Battelle in 1965, Dr, Robinson 
has participated in long-range planning ot airaaft 
maintenance resource requirements, a study ot the 
role of business in ghetto economic dcvelopnicnt. 
and simulation modeling for analysis ot aiiport 
baggage-handiing systems. In tlie lield o! education, 
Dr. R^^ hinson has been involved in developing a 
techn'*al model of PPBL in Ifjc public school systems. 
Lor the past year, he lias done extensive research on 
the technical components of the PPBl. System for the 
League-Battelie Project and has provided technical con- 
sultation lo members of the League-Battclle staff on 
the technical components. Dr. Robinson is a member 
of the Institute o* Management Sciences. Operations 
Research Society of America, and Sigma Xi. 

)ohn R. Powers. HI 

Program Director, ( ducational .a S> stems, Center 

for Improved Education 
B.A., Psycht>togy, ficndrix College, 1964 
M.A., Experimental Psy^^hology, Purdue University, 

1969 

M.A, {still completing), Information Science and Terh- 
r^iology Systems, American University 

Mr. Powers' primary interest is m the application of 
computer capabilities to tite field ol education, Cur- 
rently, as Program Direclor for li^tormation Systenis. 
Mr. Powers is designing the Mafiagemeni Information 
Systen^ lor the League-Ballelie Community College 
Project. His objective is lo develop an information 
system that will assist educational practitioners in mak- 
ing more effective decisions. Mr, Powers is condurting 
a study of the National Center of Higher Educational 
Management Systems as these apply to planning and 
management, and is designing and demonstrating a 
computer systc^n for compeverjcy-base^d inservicc 
teacher training. 
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Thomas II. Gripp 



]. D. GannntI, Jr. 



Cofi^uUaiU, League lor Insiovatioii in tfio Conuivjnity 
College 

District Director for Progran^. Planninv^ and Budgeting 

Sv>lcais, Coa^t ^^omniunily College District 
H.A.. Lrsglish. University of Puget Sound, 1954 
M.A., Lnglibh, C lifornia Stale College, 1966 
I d.U., l-ducLitjonat Administration, University of 
Calitornia^ Lob Angeles 

As Dislrict Director tor PPlil: for the Coast Com- 
nHinit\ College District, Dr. Gripp is administrating 
and coordinaling all of the district's PPBE activities. 
Coast ComnuKTiiy College District is one of the first 
college districts to participate in the League*i3attelle 
Community College Project. Dr. Gripp's experience 
with the project is .tn invaluable resource to the 
Leaguc-Batleile effort. In addition to his expertise 
}r> the area of PPBE, Dr. Gripp has consulted with 
many universities and community colleges on educa- 
tional management and has traveled throughout the 
toufUry speaking on management by objecliscs and 
faculty motivation to such groups as the American 
Association of Conununity ai^d jurjjor Colleges. 

Daniel t, Molnar 

Senior Systems Afulyst, Management Systems Group, 

Baltoilo-Coluri^.bus 
B,S., Industrial r.f,gifieerlng, The Ohio Stale University^ 

\9G2 

NVA., Industrial [' ngineering^ The Ohio State University, 
19()3 

Since joining the Bjitelle staff in 1963, Mr. Molnar has 
been' ifivolved in tlie devclopmeni of a variety of siniula- 
lion models. He has performed cost-effectiveness studies 
arid management studies for the Federal Government. 
His work iraludes experience in long-range planning for 
NaXSA; specificaUy, he performed cost analysis. More 
recently he his performed systems analysis studies related 
to cducoiionji problems. He was a task leader for a large 
research program sponsored by the Stale of Ohio to study 
current needs af>d resources ifi the area of educational 
techf:ology. for the past year, Mr. Molnar has been 
working on the Lcaguc-Baticllc projccl. He has bceti 
completing extensive research on the technical com- 
ponents of the PPBL System. Mr, Molnar is a member 
and past officer of the Operations Research Club of 
Central Ohio. 



Progran-) Director, Instructional Systems, Center for 

Improved Education 
B.S., Business Administration, Mississippi State Uni- 

versily, 1962 
M.a\., Education, Murray State University, 1966 
Ph D. (candidate), Educational Development, The Ohio 

Stiite Uiuversity 

While workif]g in the areas of human relations and affec- 
tive learning, Mr. Gammel's primary objective has been to 
integrate human concerns and systems techniques to 
develop more humanistic educational systems. Currently, 
he is involved in developing a three-year human relations 
program focused on public education. In the field of 
instruction he is developing a system for integrating 
affective objectives into the total instructional program. 
Mr, Gammel has been an instructor, administrator, and 
consultant in college and secondary school settings. 
Mr, GammeTs experiences In human relations and affec- 
tive learning is being used in the League-Battede Project, 
Mr. Gamniel is a member of Phi Delta Kappa, the 
Association for Educational Communication and Tech- 
nology, and the Association for Supervision and Cur- 
riculum Development. 

Karen E. Clark 

Program Associate, Management Systems, Center for 

Improved Education 
8,S,, English/Speech, Northwestern University, 1967 
M,A,, Education (still completing), The Ohio Slate 

University 

With a backgrour^d In management and human relations 
training, Mrs, Clark is interested m applying management 
and human relations concepts to the field of education 
to improve its effectiveness, Mrs. Clark has been a 
teacher in secondary school settings and for four years 
a bank training and development officer. Currently, as 
a program associate for Management Systems, she is 
helping to design and miplcmeni training programs for 
the Leaguc-Baltelle project. Mrs. Cfark is a member of the 
Zeta Phi Eta, a National Speech honorary/ and was the 
first woman selected to serve on the National Training 
and Development Committee for the American Bankers 
Assocation. 
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Roberl S. Garmise 

Senior Program Associate, Information Sysiems, Center 

for Improved education 
B S., History/English, University of Wisconsin, 1966 
M.S., Computer Science, The Ohio State University, 1972 

Mr. Garmisc's inieresis and activities tic in the design, 
implementation, and evaluation of computer systems for 
educational institutions. His experience includes the 
development of a resource information system for 
Special t'ducation and assisting in developing a method 
for evaluating computer system-; :n general. In addition, 
he has a strong background irj the use of Computer- 
Assisted Instruction (CAi) and has designed entire CAI 
systems for specific applications. Mis work with Project 
USHER will involve the design of the Management 
Information System and its training components. With 
his excellent technical expertise, Mr. Garmise is an in- 
valuable resource to the Project. 



Alfred S. Forsyth, Jr. 

Program Associate, instructional Sysiems, Center for 

Improved Education 
B A,, French, Brown University, 1967 
M.A , Geography, Columbia University, 1972 

Mr. Forsyth's professional interests and work experience 
have centered on man-environment relationships in 
various cultural settings. Within this framework, he 
has worked in research, in preparation of educational 
material, and in public relations. Maintaining an interest 
ill public education on environmental issues, Mr. Forsyth 
was employed by the Institute for the Study of Health 
and Society n Washington, D.C., during the summer 
and fall of 1970. He was actively Involved in preparing 
educational games, films, and written materials on en- 
vironmental awareness and over-population problems 
under funding from the Federal Department of Health, 
Education, and Welfare. Reccniiy, in his work for 
Battelle, Mr, Forsyth coauthored "A Guide to Develop- 
ing Affective Learning Objectives". 




Con/ultont/ 

Fay -Tyler M. Norton 

B.A., Louisiana Slalo Ujrvers>ii> , 1945 

Graduate work, Louisiana Slate Ur^ivcrsily, UniMMsily oi 

Texas, Radeliffc, l lofid.i Slate Uruvcrsity 
f^h.D., ExpcrinicrUal Psyihoioj^y, l.carnifig, f lorida Stat^ 

University. 1958 

Dr. Norlon has been a profesv,or of pbycholoi^v and chair^ 
man of the Department of Behaviorjf Science^, at Cuyahoga 
Community College, Cievcland, Ohio. While at Cuyahoga, 
she was intensely interested in in nova! is e teaching 
strategies and in involvement of the faculty in the 
governance of the college. Dr, Norton has presented 
papers on the A'tWs of TwO'Veur College leuchers and 
Orgjni/ing Instructioivjl Staff to Improve Instruetion in 
the Large Urban Coirimufiity College and lias, among her 
many publications, published an article on ''Two-Year 
College Instruction", /W/Jt^r/cc;^? Psyihologtst, 1 972. 
Currently, Dr. Norlon is a chairperson on the ad hoc 
Committee on Two-Year College Education and 
Training Board, American Psychological Association. 

james H, Nelson 

Professor of Administration and Higher Education, Michigan 

State University 
B.A., University of Colorado, 1951 
M.P.S., University of Colorado, 1952 
Ed.D., University of California, Los Angele^, 1961 
Post Doctoral Tellow^hip. Battelle Memorial Institute, 197? 

Dr. Nelson has had extensive higher education experience in 
both instruction and administration. Mis admiruslralise 
background includes community college assignments in 
research, student pers<)nnei, and instruction as well as chief 
administrator for a new commur^ity college. During the 
past year. Dr. Nely:)n has been studying planning and 
management systems applicable to higher educational 
institutions under a Battelle Institute f ellowship. flis profes- 
ional interests are focused oiVrnanagemefU development, 
organization developmetu, and plannif^g and management 
systems. Dr. Nelson is a member of the American Psychologi- 
cal Association, the American Association of Commufuiy and 
Junior Colleges {and a member of ils Board of Oirectors)» 
ancJ Phi Delta Kappa. 



